REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Claim 1 is pending. Claim 1 is amended. The abstract and specification are amended. No new 
matter is added by way of any of the amendments. Reconsideration of the application is respectfully 
requested. 



I. Examiner Interview 

Applicant thanks Examiner Turner for scheduling an interview on this matter on Tuesday, 
November 11, 2008, at 2:00 p.m. Eastern Standard Time. However, the shortened statutory period for 
responding to the Office Action expires on November 10, 2008, and it is expected that the instant 
response will be timely filed. Therefore, leave to file a Supplemental Amendment, if necessary, is hereby 
requested in the interests of advancing prosecution pursuant to any determination during the interview for 
additional claim amendments. 

II. 35 U.S.C. § 103, Obviousness 

The Office Action rejects claim 1 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious over Kohno, U.S. 
Patent 6,61 1,859, in view of Asami, U.S. Publication 2005/0086379. This rejection is respectfully 
traversed. 

Claim 1 is amended is more clearly recite the allowable subject matter of the disclosure. No new 

matter is added. Support for the amendments may be found in the specification as originally filed, and in 

particular at FIG. 4; FIG. 5; page 12, lines 9-26; page 13, line 15-page 16, line 23. The claim is directed 

to a process that deletes obsolete internet protocol (IP) addresses from servers even though the IP address 

lease may not have expired. Amended claim 1 recites: 

1. A method in a client data processing system for managing network addresses, the 
method comprising: 

recording, in a log, a last used Internet Protocol address and a corresponding last 
used dynamic host configuration protocol (DHCP) server in a broadcast; 

receiving an offer for an IP address on a corresponding DHCP server, the offer 
including both the IP address and the corresponding DHCP server; 

comparing the received offer to the recording; 

responsive to the comparing, determining whether a match exists between the 
received offer and the recording; 

responsive to a negative determination that a match exists, binding the Internet 
Protocol address of the offer; and 

responsive to the Internet Protocol address being bound, obtaining a release of 
the last used Internet Protocol address and the corresponding last used DHCP server, the 
obtaining comprising; 

creating a release data packet including the last used Internet Protocol address 
and the last used DHCP server; 

forwarding the created release data packet to the last used DHCP server; and 
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updating a domain name server by removing a name and address mapping for the 
last used IP address. 

It is well-settled that to establish a prima facie case of obviousness, all the claim limitations must 
be taught or suggested by the prior art. In re Royka, 490 F.2d 981,985, 180 USPQ 580 (CCPA 1974). 
Further, "[a]ll words in a claim must be considered in judging the patentability of that claim against the 
prior art." In re Wilson, 424 F.2d 1382, 1385, 165 USPQ 494, 496 (CCPA 1970). Kohno and Asami, in 
combination or individually, do not teach or suggest the features of amended claim 1 . Therefore, a 
conclusion of prima facie obviousness cannot be maintained. 

Specifically, Kohno and Asami do not teach or suggest comparing an offer for an IP address on a 
corresponding DHCP server to a recording of a last used internet protocol address and the corresponding 
last used DHCP server in a broadcast. 

Kohno discloses a DHCP offer packet and discloses in pertinent part: 

Next, the operation of the DHCP server (or the antenna base station) for a newly 
connected client is explained. As 45 shown in FIG. 3, the flowchart begins with a step ST21 at 
which a DHCP discover packet is received from a client. Then, at a step ST22, the server forms 
a judgment as to whether or not there is an available address. If there is an available 
address, the flow of the operation goes on to a step 50 ST23 at which the server transmits a 
DHCP offer packet to the client. Then, at a step ST24, the server carries out a communication 
with the client through an ordinary DHCP process to set an address. Finally, at a step ST25, the 
operation is finished. If there is no available address, on the 55 other hand, the flow of the 
operation goes on from the step ST22 to a step ST26 at which the server transmits a packet 
notifying the client that there is no available address. Also in this case, the operation is finished at 
the step ST25. 

Kohno, column 6, lines 43-58 (emphasis added). However, the DHCP offer packet of Kohno only 
includes an address. Claim 1 requires "an offer including an IP address and a corresponding DHCP 
server." The DHCP offer packet of Kohno does not include both claim features of an IP address and a 
corresponding DHCP server. However, even assuming, arguendo, that the DHCP offer packet of Kohno 
could be so construed, nothing in Kohno can be construed to teach or suggest "... a last used internet 
protocol (IP) address and a corresponding last used dynamic host configuration protocol (DHCP) server 
in a broadcast" that is logged, stored, or otherwise recorded for comparison with a received offer. 

Asami in combination with Kohno adds nothing to cure the deficiency in the disclosure of Kohno. 
Asami is not relevant to the claimed feature of "comparing the received offer to the recording." 
Moreover, it must be noted that the Office Action used Asami in combination with Kohno to read on a 
prior claim feature of a "release data packet" which has nothing to do with "comparing the received offer 
to the recording." 

Kohno and Asami fail to teach or suggest "comparing the received offer to the recording," 
therefore the combination cannot logically teach or suggest any subsequent claim features that may be 
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predicated on the action of "comparing." For example, Kohno and Asami cannot teach or suggest 
"responsive to the comparing, determining whether a match exists between the received offer and the 
recording." Further, Kohno nor Asami do not teach or suggest "responsive to a negative determination 
that a match exists, binding the internet protocol address of the offer." 

In sum, nothing in Kohno and Asami, alone or in combination, teaches or suggests the features 
recited in amended claim 1 that would enable the Office Action to establish and maintain a conclusion of 
prima facie obviousness. Additionally, the references cited on the PTO-892, Notice of References Cited, 
in a string of Office Actions dating back to April 16, 2007, also have been considered and are not deemed 
relevant to the amended claim features. Accordingly, it is respectfully requested that based on the 
foregoing, the rejection of claim 1 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) be withdrawn. 

III. Conclusion 

The subject application is patentable over the cited references of Kohno, Asami, and other 
references of record, and is now in condition for allowance, a notice of which is respectfully requested. 

The Examiner is invited to call the undersigned at the below-listed telephone number if in the 
opinion of the Examiner such a telephone conference would expedite prosecution or aid examination of 
this application. 

DATE: November 7, 2008 

Respectfully submitted, 

/A.M. Thompson/ 

A.M. Thompson 
Reg. No. 59,673 
Yee & Associates, P.C. 
P.O. Box 802333 
Dallas, TX 75380 
(972) 385-8777 
Practitioner for Applicant 
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